SD 129 191 



HI 008 279 



INSTITUTION 
PUB DATE 
NOTE 



Report on the Prisent State Funding Mechanism for 
Coll#g©s and Universities in Michigan, 
Michigan State Dept. of Education, Lansing* 
May 76 

28p. 



2 DBS PBICI 
DESCRIPTOHS 



HF=$C.83 HC--S2,C6 Plus Postage. 

Delivery Systems* ^educational Finance; Igual 

Education ; Fgualisation lid; ^Financial Support; 

* Higher 5 ducat ion ; Opera ting Expenses ; ^Eesoorc^ 

Allocations; State Action i istate Aid; ^Student 

Costs 

^Michigan Equity Packaging 



ABSTRACT 



The higher ediication appropriations cycle in Michigan 
is described with focus on whether the present systeffl is fair and 
equitable* Two general conclusions are drawn: (1) There is strong 
evidence that the present systero of allocating state funds for the 
operation of higher education instlt utions is not eguitabla in terms 
of support for comparable programs^ and that these inequities are 
reflected in a higher proportloii of operating costs borne by the 
student at some state colleges and universities* (2) The trends in 
state support for higher educatioii institutions over the past few 
years have led to a decreased level of support in proportion to other 
states , and resulted in an increase in the amount and proportion of 
costs to th^ students A continuation of these trends will result in a 
further curtailment of programs and services, and continued increases 
in cost to the student at a disproportionate ^ate. (Author/IBH) 
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FORi-WORD 



L& the present miBt\\od of appropriating state funds for operating 
and capital out lay purposes :'or public colleges and unlversitiess fair 
and equitabirjy and adequate to meet the financial requirenients of the 

ins 1 1 1 uLiunH ? 

BACKGROUND 

In his TC^ting with tho State iBaard of Education in Decembet, 1975 ^ 
and furch^r in his .1*976 Statii of th« State Message , the Governor charged 
the State Bci ard of Education with Che reapanaibillty of advising him on 
thcj Twed tor a uniform jfuiidlug svjstem for public colleges and universitl( 

The Governor suggested that this review ttiight include' 
1* A critique of the present fuiiding mechanism 

2* A review of alternative fTOdlrig mechafllsois utlllEfid by other 
states y and an evaluation of the success of these mechanisBis 
in mefetlug Che objer stives of fairness and equity* 

3, Recommssndatloms for .adDptlon of an alternative systein for 
aiiocatlng state funds to institiiition?! of higher tducstlon, 
which would address the Issues .i 

a* rriiaintaini'ng the ipr£ident syst« 

b. f^^hethet fmding shQ'yld be based on differential level 
of support related to instltutjonal roles » Tnissiorty 
and program quality, and 

Mlnether funding should be comparable for all institytions 
baaed on Instrur claital program and level of instruction. 

This report reflpondg the first of the conceras raised hy the 
(7,overnor^ with a later report to provide a review of alternative funding 
mechanisms utilized In Dther states and reconmendatiofis for adoption of 
an alternative system for allocating fundi l^r MiehlBan institutions. 



S umA RY 

The report provide.'^ a u* sc ri p L :) nii o- f thv hi^bvr i'ducation ^jpprcipri- 
at ions cvc k% rrvk'ws the question, "Ip The Prci.sent Systetn Fair and 
Kquitab 1p ? ./^ ancl cnT^cludes wi ch r^xaminatiDn of the adequacy of sCate 

General conclusions are as'followF'; 

1. It appears that there is strong evidQnCB that the present 
system of allocating state furids for the operation of: higher 
education institutlDns is not equitable In tenms ot support 
far comparable prograiBS,, and that these inequities are 
reflected in a higher proportion of opGrating costs borna by 
the student at some state colleges and universities, 

2. The trends In state impport fpr higher aducatlon iMtitufclDns 
ovaT thet past few years have led to a decreased lewl of 
support in pruportloTi tQ other states, and resulted in an 
lecrMse in the ani^ount andl proportloio costs to the atudent. 
k cointinuatioTt of these trends will result in a farther 

curtailment of programiB and services^ and continued in'cr-aases 
in cost to the student at a disproportionate rate, 

JOHN PORTER 
Super inCendent of 
Public 1 n s t r u € 1 1 0n 
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PART I 



THE HIGHER EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS CYCIE 

Current System of Budget Formulation 

The present system of budget davelopment , submissions , review and 
appropriation for state colleges and universities is coordinated with 
the state fiscal year beginning July 1 of eacli year. Tha budget proces 
and final appropriations result from the coniblned efforts of the insti- 
tuEions, the Bureau of tha Budget, the Legislative Branch (House and 
Senate Fiscal Agencies) and the State Department of Education, Each of 
the four contributors to the budgetary process have staff members who 
perform the constitutional and administratively designated budget 
responsibilities for their respective agencies. 

Activity Prior to Budget Submission 

Tlie Bureau of the Budget in the Department of Management and Budget 
issuas to all agencies a set of Program Policy Guidelines (PPGs) that 
identify issues and priorities by state prograin for the comilng fiscal 
year. The Program Policy Guidelines are issued in April of the preceding 
fiscal year. After issuing the Program Policy Guidelines ^ staff members 
from the Bureau of the Budget conduct InforTnal discussions with the 
institutions in riigard to the Governor's priorities. The institutions^ 
after receiviing tlte Program Policy Guidelines and having informal 
discussions with Bureatu of the Budget representatives, submit Program 
Revision Raquest CPBfe) outlining major progratn changes by August. The 
Bureau of the Biudigeir: in September issues fornial budget instructions to 
the institutions specifying information requirements* In August and 
September, the House and Senate Fiscal agencies have staff members 
visiting the tnstltutioni^ . 
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Submission of Budget Requests 

The individual institutions submit their budget requests to the 
Bureau of the Budget for state appropriations in October,, The base 
budget requests are framed in a standard Program Classification Structure 
format with the accompanying Program Revisiori Requests identified 
separatGlyt The programs and Program Revision Requests are presented 
by ob Ject-'of-cKpenditure. The budget requests are augmented with 
ins tt tut ional data on enrollments 5 credit hours, degrees , posttionsj 
salaries and compensation. Budget requests are submitted to the Bureau 
of the Budget and are forwarded to the Department of Education (MDE) 
and to the Legislative Fiscal Agencies* The House and Senate fiscal 
ageticiesj prior to reviewing the institutional budget requests ^ have 
in the past required additional supportive information to be submitted 
from each institution In January, 

Budget Request Review and Analysis 

the Bureau of the Budgat begins its review of the budgets in 
October, The BOB reviews changes in programs focusing upon the Program 
Revision Requests submitted by the institutions and eKamlnlng costs by 
object-of -expenditure classification and by fund source. The Bureau of 
the Budgets after review and approval of base budget requests and prograui 
changes makes recominendatloni Co the Governor, The information requested 
by the legislative fiscal agencies for subuilsslon by institutions In 
January is used primarily in the development of a summary for tracking 
net state appropriations to individual esjupuse^^. The Tracking Surmtary 
Hhown state appropriations to orgeinizational units within the institutions 
Instead of appropriations related to program atructures. The House and 
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Senate fiscal agencies employ the tracking summary as a guide for 
reviet^jirig the base budgets of institutions and biidgets for program 
changas* The Department of Education prepares and has made independent 
recommGndat ions to the Governor and Legislature on higher education 
financial requirements, and has supported the concept of a formula 
basis to emphasize equity considerations. 

i^xeciitiv^Hoa rings 

in Movembcr the Director of the Dapartment of Management and Budget 
holds hearings with individual institutions to convey the Bureau of the 
Budget recommendations* After the institutions have recetved the Bureau 
of the Budget's recommendations the Governor meets with the institutional 
Presidents for discussions on his final recommendations, 

Ek e cu 1 1 V e Bu d g e t 

The Governor's budget is submitted in January and presents individual 
campus recommendatiQns in a standard Prograrn Classification Structure 
format,. The format separates instruction into twelve subcatagortes of 
instruction and other elements of institutional support. Each insti= 
tut ion recommendation includes eKplanations of increnantal budget 
changes and of historical enrollment data. 

Legislative Hearings 

The Senate and House fiscal committees meet with the Presidents and 
staff members of all the institutions in budget hearings which are held 
from January through April, Higher Education budget bills and hearings 
usually originate in the Senate* The Senate forwards the budget bills 
to the House where they are handled within the frMework established by 
the Senate review staff. The Bureau of the Budget and Department of 
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liducation staff are present during the Senate and House budget hearings • 
In addition to the Tracking Summary^ the Senate and House committee 
members use tssue papers and staff analyses devaloped by the legislative 
fiscal agencies. 

Budget Rills 

For the operating and capital expeTidltures of public higher 
education there have generally been five budget bills. The five bills 
are written by the Senate Appropriations Comxnittea and address the 
following components: 

(1) A bill for four^year colleges and universities in a modified 

Program Classification Strucure f ooiat . (The Governor's 
Executive Budget Proposal) 

(2) A bill for Libraries which are separated out from General 

Support * 

(3) A bill for Financial Aid separated frorn Student Services* 

(4) A bill for Instruction which is disaggregated according to the 

organizational structure of each Institution rather than by 
HEGIS disciplines. 

(5) A bill for community and junior colleges indicating a lump 

sum for each canipuSs 

A ppropriation and Veto 

The budget bill contains extensive control language dealing 
with items such as auditing requirements^ inforniatton reporting and 
authoriEation of specific institutional programs. The appropriation 
allocates the state appropriatl^ to the campUB as a lump sum because 
of the constitutional status of the institutions. The legislature uses 
the legtslativc fiscal agency Tracking Sumrflary to audit expenditures, 
however there Is no legislative control over these budget categories. 
The Governor has the authority to veto line- Items in the final appro- 
priations bill, but not the authority to reduce the amounts, 

ERiC ^ 



SU>mR¥ OF APPRQFRIATIONS CYCiE 



Instit utions 

Aupust - Submit program revision requests (PRRs) to Bureau of the 

Budget 

October Submit total operating budget to Bureau of the Budget 

January ^ Formal information submissiQn to Hnuse and Senate Fiscal 
AgenclcK 

February - Provide testimony on request to hearings by joint legislative 
fiscal staff 



March 



Provide testimony on request to hearings by Senate appro^ 
priations subcornmittee on higher educatiori 

Provide testlmoiiy on request to House appropriations sub- 
conmittee hearings 



State Board of Education 

December ^ Makes recomniendatlons to Governor on higher education 
operating budgets 



March 



- Makes recommendations to the legislature 



Bureau of the Budget 

A^ r^l - Issues program policy guidelines to the institutions 

Juno ^ Conducts discussions with Institutions on Governor "S 

priorities and visits institutions 

September * Issues formal budget Instructions to the institutions 

pct^be^ ^ Conducts infonnal hearings on PRRs at campuses 

OctobGr - Reviews operating budgets submitted by the institutions 
and makes racommendatlons to the Governor 

EKOcntlve Office 



November The Governor conducts hearings with institutional presidents 

on his recommetidatlons 

January * The Governor's budget is submitted 



EKLC 



-5- 

10 



June - Conducts negotiations with the conference committer of the 

legislature 

June- July - Governor signs or line^J.teni vetoes the appropriations bill 
for higher education 

LgglslaturG 

September - House and Senatu Fiscal Agency staff visit institutions 

NovGmbGr ^ Issues instruct ions and in format Ion requests to the 
campuses 

J anuar^^ Receive GovGrnor's budget and review information submitted 

from institutions 

February - Hoarings held by Joint legislative fiscal staff 

March - Hearings hold by the Senate appropriations subcommittee 

on higher education 

April « Senate passes budget bill 

Ma^ " Hearings held by House appropriations subconnnlttee 

toy ^ House passes budgat bill 

June ^ Budget bills sent to conference committee and negotiations 

are conducted with BOB 

June ^ Legislature passes budget bill and it is sent to the Governor* 



S ummar y 

The current higher education appropf iat ions cycle provides for annual 
appropriaclons for operation of public colleges and unlveraltles baaed 
essentially on prior year appropriations levels, adjusted for enrollment 
changes, inflation factors^ debt service paymentSj and major program 
changes. Institutional representatives have opportunity for input through 
budget request data, and hearings with the Bureau of the Budgat, the 
Governor, and the Appropriations Conmiittees of the Legislature, 
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PART II 

IS THE SYSTEM FAIR AND EDUITABI2? 

The question of "fairness and aqulty" Is a subjective one, and many 
vartables and points of view ccme to bear in responding. There are rnajor 
distinctions between institutions in this state in tettns of role and 
miss ion, perceptions of prograin quality , instructional programs and levels 
of degrees, ecoriOTifiS of scale, and maturity in terms of enrollment growth 
Institutional autonomy, long an established fact or in higher education 
in Michigan, has tended to reinforce these distinctions, all of which 
have resulted In wide variations in levels of state support* 

In responding to the Question, three broad measures were exantnad: 
Net State Appropriations on a per-student basis^ appropriations per 
atiidant for selected instructional units, and costs to the student in 
terms of tuition and fees. Although these measures do not address the 
queition of prograin quality or institutional perceptions of delivery 
of services, it is believed some gross indications are provided upon 
vrhlch judgements as to fairness and equity can be based. 

Net Appropriations Per Student 

In reviewing neC state appropriatione on a per-^student has is ^ the 
institutions are grouped for comparison purposes according to similar 
roles and scope of operation* Thus, the three major research universities 
are compared together » aa are the five regional universities, the three 
state colleges and the two University of Michigan branchas, and the 
specialiaed technical institutions, aa shown in Table l. The term ■■CYES" 
refers to "Calendar Year Equated Student," defined as 31 gemeater credit 
hourg of student enrollment repprted In the calendar year* 



TABLE i 

(Four Year Colieges and Utilverslt les ) 
1975-76 NET STATE APPROPRIATION PER CYES 



1975^76 Net 

Appropriation ; Appropriation 

InsLltut ion ($000) CVEB Per CYES 

flichlgrtn Stiite Univ. $ 88,635. 9 39,340 $ 2,253 

University of Michigan 108^224,0 35,045 3,088 

Wayne State Univ* 7U308,4 25, 279 2,820 



Grai'.: Valley State Coll. $ 9,211,9 s|, 727 $ 1,608 

Lake Superior State CoU* 3,557,9 1,805 1,971 

Saginaw Valley State Cpll. 3,971.0 '**^2,066 1,922 

U of M - Dearborn 6,413,9 3,424 1,873 

U of M » Flint 5,329^0 2,608 2,043 



Central Michigan Univ. $ 21,008.8 13,728 $ 1,530 

Eastern Michigan Univ. 24,685.2 15,702 1,572 

Northern Mich. Univ. 13,868,9 7,524 1,843 

Oakland University 13,493.1 7,731 1,745 

Western Mich. Univ. 33,821.6 19,477 1,736 



FurriJ5 State College $ 14,848.2 9,874 $ 1,504 

Michigan Techiiological Unlv, 14^163.0 5,736 2,469 



AVERAGE NET APPROPRIAriON PER CYES FOE ALL^ 

STATE COLLEGES UNIVERSITIES $ 2^217.40 

RANGE FOR ALL StKE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIESi 1,584.38 
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The 1975-76 Net State Appropriatlpns for the threa major research 
universities — ^Michigan State University, The University of Michigan ^ 
and Wayne State University-- ranged froni $2,253 per CYES at Michigan 
State to $3j088 at the University of Michigan. This represents a 
differential of $835, or a fuTidlng level at the University of Michigan 
which is 37 percent higher overall than at Michigan State, on a per- 
student basis * 

The five institutions considered to be regional universities 
Cantralj Easterns Northerns Oakland, and Western Michigan-- ranged 
froni a low of $1,530 per student at Central Michigan to a high of 
$1,843 at Northern, a difference of $313* This Indicates a lavel of 
state appropriations some 20 percant higher at Northern than at Centrral 
Michigan University- 

The five colleges which arc cosidered to be roughly comparable 
in tertna of operating principally undergraduate level programs are 
Grand Valley, Lake Superiors Saginaw Valley, and the University of 
Michigan branches at Dearborn and Flint. Therej net state appropriations 
per student ranged from a low of $15608 at Grand Valley to a high of 
$2^043 at the U , of --Flint branch. Thii is a differential of $435, 
or a 27 percent spread between the low and the high. 

The two specialised technical Institutions^ Ferris State Collage 
and Michigan Technological University^ received $1^50^- and $2,469 
respectively on a per-student basis. The roles of these two instittitions 
and their programs of instruction make a ccmiparison linproper in the 
context of this analysis* 

U 



It would appear tluiL thtj variances in the level of state support 
among the colleges and universitieB liaving similar roJcs and operating 
similar InHt ructlonal programs Is a signlf leant one. Whether or not 
these variances can be accounted for In terms of differences in role 
and operation is questionable # At leasts It appears that a further 
e5<amination of the "fairness and equity'* of the present system of 
allocating state funds to colleges and universities is in order* 

Appropr_latlons Pe^Student in Selected Insjructional Units 

The review of the 1975^76 state appropriations per student, as 
shown in Table II and AppendlK A, Is focused upon the three initructlonal 
units of business, education and instructional support. These componants 
or units were selected because of their relative comparability, but it 
must be emphasized that slgnlftcant dlfferances in programs and degree 
levels eKist between the state institutions within these three units. 
Thus, the selection of these three units provides a useful method of 
catt^gorlzat Ion for general coniparl son , but it Is not a base for developing 
specific conclusions. 

The 1975--76 state appropriation per student in the instructional 
unit of business among the three research universities ranged from $739.63 
at Michigan State University to $7 61,16 at Wayne State University to 
$1,412,25 at the University of Michigan^ reflecting a differential of 
$6 73» The per student appropriation for the business unit aniong the 
regional universltlea and state colleges rimged from $662*59 at Michigan 
Technological University to $1^383*70 at the Dearborn branch of the 
University of Michigan, with a per student diffarencial of $721, 

-10- 

» 13 
ERIC 



TABLE II 

APPROPRIATION PER CYBS IN SlLECriD IMSTRUCtlOmi UNITS 

EXECireiVE' 
INSTRUCTIOtiAL mmGEHENT 



iNSriTUTION 


BUSINESS 




SUPPORT 


(PER FVIS' 


Michigan State Ualv, 


$ 739,63 


$ 892 


.04 


$112.69 


$ 52.06 


Univ. of Hlehlgan 


1^412,25 


1,006 


.27 


97.07 


67, 81 


Wayne State Univ. 


761, 16 


911 


.08 


198. 27 


56. 71 


Central Mich. Unlv* 


714. 68 


726 


.76 


87, 15 


66t 87 


Eastern Mich* Unlv* 


763. 39 


843 


.07 


91.05 


103. 77 


Mich, Teeh. linlv. 


662,59 






186.97 


28.71 


N0rthsni Mich. Unlv* 


821,89 


665 


.54 


212.23 


lOO. 72 


Oakland Unlverilty 


886,43 


853 


.26 


100,06 


63,65 


U of M, Dearborn 


1,383,70 


1,231 


.46 


157,56 


112. 81 


U of M, Flint 


891,20 


1,32L 


.34 


68,17 


98, 73 


Western Mich* UnlVp 


732,37 


859, 


.99 


115.11 


40.87 


Ferris State College 


695.17 


1,315, 


.54 


100.37 


69.08 


Grand Valley St. Coll. 


898,69 






114,16 


79.18 


Lake Suparior State C, 








82.64 


122.96 


Saginaw Valley State C, 


985,55 


1,089. 


.25 


198.78 


86.74 
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The 1973-76 state appropttatlon per sCudent irt the education 
Instructional unit among the threti research universities ranged froin 
$892,»04 ait Michigan Stat« Uaiveffsity to 1911^08 at Wayne State IJnlvbtatty 
to $1,006*27 at the Unlversliy of Michigan, revealing a difference of 
$114. Among the regiofial universities and state cDllegesi the range 
for education is frpm $665*54 at Northern Michigan University to 
01>32i„34 at the Flint branch of the University of Michigan,^ reflecting 
a differential of $656 per student* 

1; ^ 1975--76 state appropriation for irtstructional support per 
studertt among the research yntverslties in $97.07 for the University 
of Michigan^ $112.69 for Michigan State University and $198^27 for 
Wayne State University^ exhildtlng a difference of $101 par studMt. 
The range for instryctional support per gfiudent among th^ regional 
universities and state colleges varies from $68il7 at the University of 
Michigan Flint Campus to $212,23 at Northern Michigan University^ 
indicating a $144 par student differential* 

'.he variances in the per student etate appropriations for these 
three selected instructional units can. In part, be accounted for in 
termf of prograni and degree levels* Howeverj the variation among 
cottparable instltiitloni offering sinllar degrees and prograins raerlts 
closer examination if the Issue of *^falrness and equity" Is to be 
explored and understood. 



Annual Student Tuition and Institutional Budgets 

For the 1975--76 Fiscal Yearj the resident annual tuition and fees 
charged to aicudei^.ts fay atata colleges and unlversitiee varied among 

17 
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Institutions In amount and by the percent of operating budget the student 
reveatie represented.. The revie^j of studenit tuition and fees is based s 
upon full-time gtudeint credit loads (see Table III for a detailed 
cKplanat io/rt) at current tuition and fee rates* 

the tuition rat^es cliargt^d by the three research utiiverslties ranged 
frOim $891 (average) for undergraduates at Wayne State Univereity to 
$906;, 50 (average) at thm Uiiiversity of Mlchignn to $912.75 at Miehlgan 
State University- For graduate programs at the masters levels tuition 
varied from $798 at Michigan State University to $1^098 at Wayne State 
University to $1^162*50 at the U^nlverislty of Michigan, The precept o£ 
operating budget repreEented stiident charges ranged from 28% at 
the Ublve'faity of Hichlgan, 29% at Michigan State University to 30% 
at Wayne State University, 

Among the regional univnrsities and fstate colleges, the annual 
tuiLton rate for underf^rriduaL es varies fro*rt $561 cjt Lake Superior State 
ColiegB to $731*25 at Oakland UniverBlty, Tuition for graduate programs 
at masters level in thisi' in^ti tut ions ranges from $636 at Northern 
Michigan University to $804 at Oa^ land Unlversdty* The percent of 
operating budget coroprlsad by student tuition and fees at the regional 
unlve^fsities aBd state coll'Sges ranges from 23% at Lake Superior State 
College to 32% at Grand Valley State College* 

A review of the percent of institutional budgets accouriited for 
by state appropriations shows a variation from 61% at thc^ Univerilty of 
Michigan to 74% at iMke Swperior State College. 
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A review of Tables I and III Indicates chat the resaarch university 
with the lowest overal.1 level of state* support (Michigan State) also has 
Che highest annual tuition race for yndergraduatc studenta ($912 vs, $850 
nt U of M- Ann Arbor and $855 at Wayne State). Similarly, the highest 
tuition level aniDng those institutions classified as state colleges is 
at Grand Valley, which also happetis to receive the lowest level of state 
support on a per-stydent basis. 

The net state appropriations on a per-atucScnt basis appear to vary 
by amounts which are difficult to explain simply on the basis of 
differences In institutional roie and instructional offerings* The 
allocation aniouncs by specific Instructional and support categories 
also show considerable differences in terms of the overall levels of 
state supportj where progrms mighc otherwise be considered to be 
comparable* These variances In stata support levels are reflected in 
the amounc of student tuition at\d fees, and In the differences in the 
proportion which the student pays Cowards the overall operating costs 
of the state colleges and universities p 

In conclusion,, it appears that there is scrong evidence that the 
present system of allocting State funds for the operation of higher 
education institutions is noti equitable In termi of support for COTpar- 
able prograns and services, and that these inequities are reflected in a 
higher proportion of operating costs borne by the itudent at some state 
colleges and universities, 

20 

-15- 



PART III 
M)EQUACY OF SUPPORT 

Higher Education Finance Trends 

In a recent Department of Education staff report that presented an 
analysis of financing trends of public baccalaureate initltutlons for 
the past decade in Michigan, the following major conclusions resulted 
from that study i 

-From 1965-'66 to 1973^74 ^ there has been a steady 
decline in actual state expenditures for public 
baccalaureate institutions as compared to actual 
state general purpose expenditures from a high 
of 20,0% to 14.3%^, 
-Actual itate expenditures per FYES in real ternis 

are lower in 1974-75 than In 1973-74. 
-For 1974-75^ the level of state appropriations 
per FYES varies from Institution to institution 
with range of $859^ 
--From 1965 to 1974, Etudent tuition and fees as 
a source of institutional revenue increased 
significantly on a statewide basis from 16. 9X 
to 22t. 

Recently p the Senate Fiscal Agency performed an analysis of the trends 
4md adequacy of Michigan appropriations for higher education for the 
period of 1966 to 1976. Their findings support the conclusions of the 
Department of Education staff report previously mentioned. In presenting 
evidence to support the adoption of a formula mechanism for the finance 
of public higher education p the Senate Fiscal Agency noted that the 
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decline of state appropriations to higher education during the past ten 
years s coupled with the growth of student enrollment, has resulted in 
Che gradual erosion of both InstiCutlonal and system quality. 

The ChroTilcle of Higher Education , tn a Marchj 1976 Issue, piibllshed 
comparative, financial and itate appropriation data for support to 
public higher education. An exajnlnation of that information for all 
fifty states indicates the following relative status of Mlchlgaxi In its 
support for higher education: 

-Hlchigan ranks 35 out of 50 in Its allocation to' 
higher education and 36 out of 50 in its appropfl- 
atlona per student, while being ranked 12th in tax 
revenue collected and 7th in its tax effort. 

The complete list of Chronicle findings and explanations are In 

\, 

Appendix B of this report. 
Suronary 

The analyses by the Department of Education, the Senate Flecal 
Agency J and the Chronicle of Higher Education all indicate that the 
level of state support for higher education in Michigan has declined, in 
terms of the proportion of funds allocated for support of colleges and 
universities and in comparison to other states* Much of the revenue lost 
to the Institutions from the decreasing state support has been made up in 
the form of added costs to the student. If these trends continues it is 
apparent that programs and services will be ^rther curtailed^ or student 
costs will continue to increase at a disproportionate rate. 
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APPKOl'UIATION ?m CM.mmR YKAR ICQIIATKD STUDIiNT (CYES) 
FOR SELRCTED TNSTRUCTIONAL UNITS R"y T.NSTTTUTION 

APPROPRIATION 



INSTITUTION 


1975-76 APPROPRIATION 


PER UNIT 


UNIT CYES 


PER CYES 


M, U. 


Ru e 1 Tip s e 


$2, 939,3 


3, 974 


$ 739.63 




Education 


3[836,7 


4.301 


892.04 




Inst. Support 


4,433,4 


39,340 


112.69 


U of M 


£JU 5 ^ 1 i W 9 O 




1 453 


SI 412 25 




Education 


2.197.7 


2.184 


1,006.27 




Inst . Support 


3,402.0 


35,045 


97.07 






Si 301 6 


1 . 710 


1 761.16 




Education 


2,769.7 


3! 040 


911.08 




Inst . Support 


5.012.1 


25,279 


198.27 


r M IT 


V* 3 X k IS o a 


$ 871.2 


1.219 


$ 714,68 




Education 


2,267.5 


3il20 


726.76 




Inst * Support 


1,196.5 


13.728 


87.15 


F M IJ 


Rti ^ { np ^ ^ 


$1,439,0 


1,885 


$ 763.39 




Education 


3il96.1 


3,791 


843.07 




Inst, Support 


1,492.6 


15,702 


95.05 


MTU 


U U S J, L S 3 


$ 347 . 2 


524 


662. 59 




Education 


77.2 








Inst, Support 


1,066.3 


5,703 


$ 186.97 


14 ?T 




S 47fi 7 








Education 


1.184.0 


1.779 


665.54 




Inst, Support 


1.453.2 


6.847 


212,23 


n TT 


Rl 1 € "1 ^ € € 
B\* 3 J. LIS a ^ 


S 509 7 


575 


S 886 43 




Education 


1,425.8 


1.671 


853.26 




Inst* Support 


773.6 


7,731 


100.06 


U of H, 


Businass 


$ 500.9 


362 


$1,838.70 


Daarborn 


Education 


176.1 


143 


1,231.46 




Inst, Support 


539.5 


3,424 


157.56 


U of M, 


Businasi 


$ 192.5 


216 


$ 891,20 


Flint 


Education 


235.2 


178 


1,321,34 




Init. Support 


177.8 


2,608 


68.17 




Business 


$1,807.5 


2,468 


$ 732.37 




Education 


2,710.7 


3.152 


859.99 




Inst, Support 


2,242.0 


19,477 


115.11 



APPENDIX A (CONTINUED) 



Ap proprlatlori Per Calettdar Year Equated Student (CYES) For aelectQd 
InstructlQnal Units by Inatltutlon 

APPROPRIATION 



INSTITUTION 


1975-76 APPROPRIATION 


PER UNIT 


UNIT CYES 


PER CYES 


n V s c 


Buslnasi 


$ 


686.6 


764 


$ 898.69 




Education 




592.4 








Inst. Support 




653.8 


5,727 


114.16 




Business 


$ 


236.1 




$ 




Education 




194.5 








Inst, Support 




144.8 


1,752 


82,64 


s.v.s.c. 


Business 


$ 


266.1 


270 


$ 985.55 




Education 




233.1 


214 


1 .089,25 




Inst. Support 




410.7 


2,066 


198,78 
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